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Corrigendum to ‘‘Bias and sensitivity in two-interval forced choice procedures:
Tests of the difference model’’ [Vision Research 48 (2008) 1837–1851]
Yaffa Yeshurun a, Marisa Carrasco b, Laurence T. Maloney b,⇑
aDepartment of Psychology, University of Haifa, Haifa 31905, Israel
bDepartment of Psychology, Center for Neural Science, New York University, 6 Washington Place, New York, NY 10003, USAThe following errors in Yeshurun, Carrasco, and Maloney (2008)
were called to our attention by Stanley A. Klein, Miguel A. Garcia-
Peréz and Rocio Alcalá-Quintana whom we acknowledge.
1. On p. 1843 we used the formula d0FC ¼
ﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃ
d021 þ d022
q
instead of the
correct formula d0FC ¼ ðd01 þ d02Þ=
ﬃﬃﬃ
2
p
(where d0i, i = 1,2 is the
observer’s sensitivity in the ith interval of a 2-IFC trial). The
key consequence of this error is that we compute the slope s
of the theoretic line in testing our Claim 3 as s ¼
ﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃﬃ
1þ q2
p
instead of s ¼ ð1þ qÞ=
ﬃﬃﬃ
2
p
. Our estimate from data of q = 0.908
led us to an estimate s^ ¼ 1:3507. The value with the correct for-
mula is s^ ¼ 1:3492, almost identical. This error has no effect on
our conclusions including our report of the rounded value
s^ ¼ 1:35 in Yeshurun, Carrasco, and Maloney (2008, p. 1845),
bottom left.
2. In several of our analyses we tested whether each observer’s
proportions correct in the two intervals were identical and
summarized the results in terms of the p-values of the tests
reported on p. 1844 and in Fig. 7, p. 1845. We classiﬁed the val-
ues into arbitrary bins delimited by cutoffs 0.05, 0.01, 0.001,
0.0001, etc and assigned different graphical symbols according
to bin. The size of the graphical symbols in Figs. 1–4 correctly
signaled the binned p-value. However, in Fig. 7, we used cutoffs
0.1, 0.01, 0.001, 0.0001, etc. The error affects the classiﬁcation
for two observers’ data. We reported incorrectly that 8/22
observers showed interval bias as evidenced by a p-value less
than 0.05. The number of subjects who showed interval bias
at the 0.05 level is 6/22, not 8/22 as we proposed. Alternatively,0042-6989/$ - see front matter  2011 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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proportion of correct responses in one interval was higher than
in the other.
3. Two of the entries in the four by four tables in our Fig. 6 are
exchanged (values should be YY|yy = 66 and and NN|nn = 72).
This is an error in the example, not in the actual analysis of this
observer’s data or that of other observers. The point circled in
Fig. 9B (intended to correspond to the example in Fig. 6) is
not correct.
4. The sentence ‘‘However, we cannot assume that, for example,
the observer’s judgment in one interval affects the judgment
in the other . . .’’ should be ‘‘However, we cannot assume that,
for example, the observer’s judgment in one interval does not
affect the judgment in the other . . .’’
One of our ﬁtting methods can be simpliﬁed. We assumed
throughout that observers treated the two tasks in the four-way
task as independent Yes–No signal detection tasks. They can there-
fore be ﬁt as two independent signal detection tasks in the usual
way and the numerical optimization approach described on p.
1850 surrounding Eq. (9) is not necessary. Our approach leads to
the same answer as ﬁtting the data in the two intervals separately.
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